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after a China visit later this month, is
prepared to put the full force of Amer-
ican attention into this area. It is im-
portant that we be thoughtful in terms
of our economic assistance so the world
environment does not suffer as a result
of this economic collapse.

We need to press for as much support,
monitoring, and observation as pos-
sible for these critical elections taking
place in June spread across over 100,000
polling places in a country that has no
election infrastructure.
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It may be a little effort, a little time,
it may be a little trouble for the
United States to be involved in Indo-
nesia during these troubled times, but
I can think of no place in the world
where our investment would have more
impact on the global economy and on
the lives of ordinary men and women.
f

TAX REFORM

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
LAHOOD). Under a previous order of the
House, the gentleman from Wisconsin
(Mr. GREEN) is recognized for 5 min-
utes.

Mr. GREEN of Wisconsin. Mr. Speak-
er, I rise to speak briefly this after-
noon, in this raspy, cold-driven voice,
about the need for tax reform in Amer-
ica today.

I would like to begin my remarks by
reading part of a letter from one of my
constituents, Mr. Gerald Racine, of
Green Bay, Wisconsin. This letter is
one that I believe speaks for a majority
of people in northeastern Wisconsin
and I trust and hope for a majority of
Americans. He writes:

Representative Green: We just finished
doing our 1998 Federal income tax returns
and we agree with you that it must be sim-
plified. Doing those calculations seems im-
possible and when we get done, we don’t
know if it makes sense. We just keep our fin-
gers crossed that we did it right. Being a re-
tired banker and accountant, we don’t feel
that we should have to go to a tax expert to
file what should be a simple income tax re-
turn.

Mr. Racine, I agree. We have a fright-
ful tax problem in America today, Mr.
Speaker. Not only do our families pay
nearly 40 percent, almost half, of their
income in taxes, they are also forced to
endure a difficult, frustrating and con-
fusing maze of paperwork and bureauc-
racy that can challenge even a retired
financial expert like Gerald Racine.

According to the IRS’s own numbers,
it will take an American who has a few
investments and itemizes his deduc-
tions some 22 hours to file his Federal
income taxes this year. That is more
than a half a week of work, and it is 3
hours longer than it took just last
year.

So, Mr. Speaker, as we get this ses-
sion under way in earnest, let us re-
member that while tax relief is a key
priority for us in Congress, tax reform
is also an issue that must be addressed.

I am proud to be a supporter of the
Date Certain Tax Code Replacement

Act. This bill would scrap the current
Tax Code and enable us to replace it
with a simpler, more reasonable tax
system. It would ensure that we have a
serious debate in this Nation, a long-
overdue debate, about what our Tax
Code should look like. I believe that
new Tax Code will be simpler, more
fair and less burdensome.

I urge my colleagues to join me in
support of this proposal and in a larger
effort to reduce and reform taxes for
our working families.

Mr. TAUZIN. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. GREEN of Wisconsin. I yield to
the gentleman from Louisiana.

Mr. TAUZIN. Mr. Speaker, I want to
thank the gentleman for his excellent
statement and remind him that last
year the gentleman from Texas (Mr.
ARMEY) and I toured this country and
debated in 30 of our great cities in
America the issue of replacing the cur-
rent Income Tax Code with a simple,
fair code, either a flat income tax or no
income tax and a national sales tax
which is a plan that I have espoused.
The crowds were enormous. Americans
are ready for this Congress to act.

I just had a great conversation with
the chairman of our Committee on
Ways and Means, the gentleman from
Texas (Mr. ARCHER), who is also a
strong supporter of repealing the IRS
and the Income Tax Code and replacing
it with a consumption tax like a sales
tax. He has assured me that before he
leaves Congress this session he intends
to give us a chance to not only debate
this issue but perhaps even resolve it.

I want to congratulate the gentleman
for being a soldier in this quest and
wish him the best of luck because not
only the people of Green Bay but the
people of America are depending on us.

f

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Illinois (Mr. DAVIS) is rec-
ognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. DAVIS of Illinois addressed the
House. His remarks will appear here-
after in the Extensions of Remarks.)

f

DECENNIAL CENSUS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Florida (Mr. MILLER) is
recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. MILLER of Florida. Mr. Speaker,
yesterday the Census Bureau an-
nounced a new plan to conduct the de-
cennial census in the year 2000. It was
disappointing. The Census Bureau has
flip-flopped and now wants to have a
two-number census.

What they want is that, after the Su-
preme Court ruled last month that you
have to do a full enumeration as the
Constitution clearly states, a full enu-
meration will be conducted and that is
the good thing, they announced yester-
day that they will go out and make
every effort they can to count every-
body in this country on April 1, 2000.

But what they want to do is, once they
get that number and so we will have a
Supreme Court-accepted number that
every city, county, census tract, census
block in the country will have, they
then want to do a manipulation of that
number. They want to take that actual
count and manipulate it and get a sec-
ond number. That second number they
want to say, that is going to be the of-
ficial number. It kind of baffles my
mind.

I thought when the Supreme Court
ruled, I thought when six Federal
judges last year ruled that sampling
was illegal that we would just move on
and get the job done. But, no, this ad-
ministration is playing politics with
the census, and it is very clear now
that they have flip-flopped to go to a
second number. Because for the past 7
years they have been focused on one
number and have said, ‘‘We can’t do
two numbers. We can’t do two num-
bers.’’ Now, yesterday, they say, ‘‘Oh,
yeah, we want to do two numbers.’’

They argued against two numbers,
because it will not be trusted by the
American people, it will add tremen-
dous confusion and it is the lawyers’
dream. When every city, county and
each census tract in this country sees
two numbers, they are going to want
the number that is best for them. If
they do not get the best number, they
are going to file suit. This is going to
be tied up in the courts for years to
come.

Every State’s efforts to do redistrict-
ing, and this involves whether it is a
city council, a county commission, a
State legislature or the House of Rep-
resentatives, if they use these manipu-
lated numbers, that second census set
of numbers, it is going to be thrown
out, I feel quite confidently, by the
court, but it is going to be tied up in
the courts.

Why in the world are we wasting the
time, the money and the effort to do
that? Unless we really like to support
trial lawyers to give them this area. In
fact, at the Supreme Court hearing last
November, Justice Scalia even raised
the question, ‘‘Are we going to be cre-
ating a whole new area of law called
census law?’’ I guarantee you we are if
we go with the two-number census.

What they are going to do is take
that original set of numbers, the real
count, and then they are going to take
another sample, a sample of 300,000.
This was attempted in 1990. It failed in
1990. Now, they want to take the fail-
ure of 1990 and say we are going to do
that in the year 2000.

In 1990, when they tried to do it, what
they did is did regions of the country.
That is what they are proposing now
again. Instead of using 750,000, where
they are going to have a sample in each
State as originally conceived, now they
are going to have to group States to-
gether. So my home State of Florida, it
is very likely, and we do not know yet,
lumped in with Georgia, Mississippi
Alabama and South Carolina.

They will get all these States to-
gether, and then they will use that
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sample to go back and adjust Sarasota,
Florida, to adjust Bradenton, Florida,
my home area, or to adjust Miami. As
if Atlanta has a lot in common statis-
tically with Miami.

That is what they are going to be
doing. That is one reason it is going to
get thrown out in the courts, but it is
just not going to be trusted.

I have proposed, as chairman of the
Subcommittee on Census in Congress,
ideas to improve the census. We are
fully supportive of all the resources
that the Census Bureau needs to do the
best job possible next year. In fact, this
Republican Congress is giving the Cen-
sus Bureau $200 million more than re-
quested by the administration during
the past 2 years to get prepared for this
census.

For example, one area that we have
already passed out of subcommittee
and that is something called post-cen-
sus local review. I think that is very
important to build trust in our census.
It was used in 1990. What it basically
consists of is, after the Census Bureau
conducts the census, they will send the
numbers to the local cities and coun-
ties to give them a brief time to review
the numbers and check for errors. It is
kind of an audit. And then if they have
questions or problems with it, they can
let the Census Bureau know and the
Census Bureau will go back and check
those numbers.

Now, in 1990, Detroit added 45,000 peo-
ple. Cleveland added people. The gen-
tleman from Wisconsin (Mr. PETRI)
talked about a whole ward that was
mistakenly left out of one of his areas
in his congressional district in Wiscon-
sin. Mistakes are made. The Bureau is
not perfect. But they are refusing to
allow cities and counties the oppor-
tunity to check the numbers before
they become official.

Every elected official in the country
should be supportive of this. It is only
the Census Bureau that says, ‘‘Oh, it’s
a pain. It’s too much trouble. We don’t
want to deal with trouble.’’

We have got to build trust in this
census. What you are doing by not al-
lowing post-census local review as was
allowed in 1990 is you are building up
distrust already because you are trying
to hide something. That is wrong. We
need to build up that confidence that
we are doing the right thing. Why not
let the local cities and counties have
the opportunity to review the num-
bers? But, no, they are so fixated on
this second number census that they
will not do anything to improve and
build on the full enumeration.

Mr. Speaker, we need to go to a full
enumeration for all Americans to be
counted in the year 2000.

f

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from New Jersey (Mr. PALLONE)
is recognized for 5 minutes.

(Mr. PALLONE addressed the House.
His remarks will appear hereafter in
the Extensions of Remarks.)

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Tennessee (Mr. DUNCAN) is
recognized for 5 minutes.

(Mr. DUNCAN addressed the House.
His remarks will appear hereafter in
the Extensions of Remarks.)
f

INTRODUCING LEGISLATION TO
PROTECT SATELLITE HOME
VIEWERS
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a

previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Louisiana (Mr. TAUZIN) is
recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. TAUZIN. Mr. Speaker, I want to
yield half of that time to the gen-
tleman from Massachusetts (Mr. MAR-
KEY), the ranking member of the Sub-
committee on Telecommunications,
but let me first inform the House and
the American public that, as many now
know, consumers across America have
been notified that they will soon lose
access to network programming signals
that are currently delivered via sat-
ellite.

Satellite television distributors are
under now a Federal court order to ter-
minate delivery of these network sig-
nals because of a finding that distribu-
tors have violated the Satellite Home
Viewers Act. What we learned in the
subcommittee yesterday was that, with
new FCC findings, some 220,000 Amer-
ican citizens who are scheduled to be
terminated from network signal deliv-
ery are, in fact, qualified to receive
those signals legally under the act.

What we are announcing today is the
filing of a moratorium bill, with the
support of the gentleman from Virginia
(Mr. BLILEY) and the gentleman from
Massachusetts (Mr. MARKEY) and a lot
of other members of our committee and
Members of this Congress, a morato-
rium bill to give us 90 days to work
this problem out without unnecessarily
cutting off Americans from network
programming delivered by satellite. It
is intolerable that over 200,000 citizens
would be terminated in that service
without giving them a chance to qual-
ify under the act according to the
FCC’s new findings.

Let me point out we are not suggest-
ing in our legislation that any viola-
tions of law be tolerated. Those folks
who can receive local signals are going
to have to do so. But the hundreds of
thousands who are going to get cut off
this weekend unnecessarily should not
be cut off, and we are hopeful that this
moratorium bill can become law quick-
ly next week in order to protect their
rights.

We had hoped that the parties could
settle this. We still encourage them to
do so this weekend. We had hoped that
the broadcast and satellite industries
would walk into court this weekend to-
gether and ask the court to modify its
injunction to incorporate the new FCC
findings so that these hundreds of
thousands of Americans would not lose
their network signals.

But unless the parties go to court
this weekend and modify the injunc-

tion, our only way to protect those
consumers while we work with the
Committee on the Judiciary and the
Committee on Commerce on a new Sat-
ellite Home Viewers Act to provide
those local signals to consumers, our
only hope will be this moratorium bill
which we are filing today and which we
intend to move expeditiously next
week absent an agreement by the par-
ties to do so.

I yield to my friend from Massachu-
setts.

Mr. MARKEY. Mr. Speaker, as the
gentleman points out, there are thou-
sands of people across the country who
are affected by this court ordered cut-
off of distant TV signals, meaning that
people with satellite dishes cannot
pick up the national NBC or CBS or
ABC or Fox feed. Specifically here I
think CBS and Fox are in question.

The legislation that we are introduc-
ing today will help give consumers lim-
ited relief to reapply for permission to
obtain these signals or to apply for
waivers from their local broadcasters,
that is, write or visit their local TV
station and say, ‘‘Please, I can’t get
your signal here locally. Let me take
this national feed so I can gain advan-
tage to the programming, news and en-
tertainment that are so valuable for
my family.’’

Equally important, it will give Con-
gress additional time to develop a long-
term plan to update the Satellite Home
Viewer Act and to include permission
for satellite local-to-local broadcasts.
Meaning that we have to now develop
as a strategy a way in which an indi-
vidual with an 18-inch dish now, to
pick up their local TV stations.

Today, they cannot do that. Today, it
is impossible. If you want to have a
satellite dish, you have to give up ac-
cess to your local TV stations. You
have got to put up your own antenna.
You have got to subscribe to the cable
service as a supplement.
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But you cannot get it all from a sat-
ellite dish.

What we are going to try to do this
year is craft legislation that will make
it possible for you to buy an 18-inch
satellite dish, pick up all of that great
cable and satellite programming and
have access to your local TV stations
at the same time. Then people will
have real consumer choice.

So, the legislation, which has been
drafted by the gentleman from Louisi-
ana (Mr. TAUZIN) and the gentleman
from Virginia (Mr. BLILEY) working
with the gentleman from Michigan
(Mr. DINGELL) and I and other members
of our committee, the gentleman from
Virginia (Mr. BOUCHER) and a long list
of Members is something which we
think makes lot of sense. But again, we
have this moment arriving where on
March 31 all regulation of the cable in-
dustry goes off the books, and we, as
the committee, are going to have to re-
spond. We are going to have to find
ways of insuring that the consumers
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